The new version of Rule 8 of the International Code of Nomenclature of Prokaryotes as approved in Istanbul in 2008 has the clear advantage of establishing a uniform way to name classes of prokaryotes, similar to the way other higher taxa are named. However, retroactive implementation of the modified Rule is problematic as it destabilizes the nomenclature and requires the replacement of a large number of names of classes that have been validly published, which would be in violation of Principle 1 of the Code. Therefore, we call upon the International Committee on Systematics of Prokaryotes and its Judicial Commission to reconsider the retroactivity of Rule 8. (Parker et al., 2015) .
'The name of each taxon (covered by the Code) above the rank of order is a Latin or latinized word. The name of a class is in the neuter gender, the plural number and written with an initial capital letter. The name is formed by the addition of the suffix -ia to the stem of the name of the type genus of the type order of the class. The name of a subclass is in the feminine gender, the plural number and written with an initial capital letter. The name is formed by the addition of the suffix -idae to the stem of the name of the type genus of the type order of the subclass. Example: Kingdom-Procaryotae; Class-Clostridia.'
According to the original proposal (Euz eby, 2007), the new Rule was not retroactive. However, the Judicial Commission did not see any apparent reason why the change should not be retroactive (Garrity et al., 2011) , and the plenary meeting of the ICSP confirmed that the change is to be retroactive . Thus, Rule 2 ('The Rules of this Code are retroactive, except where exceptions are specified') applies here.
Having a uniform way to form names of classes is desirable, as already exists for orders, suborders, families, subfamilies, tribes and subtribes (Rule 9). A proposal for a uniform suffix to name phyla is included in the pending proposal to include the rank of phylum in the ICNP (Oren et al., 2015) . Table 1 presents the classes whose names must be changed when implementing the new version of Rule 8. No subclasses will have to be renamed in view of the new version of this Rule.
There are two major problems when implementing the change of the text of Rule 8 retroactively. Firstly, it will require renaming of nearly 40 validly published names of classes and, based on Rule 3, such changes need to be approved by the ICSP on the recommendation of the Judicial Commission. Secondly, it contradicts Principle 1 of the ICNP, which states as the first one of the essential key points in nomenclature: to 'Aim at stability of names'. Some of the changes are minor, such as the addition of a second 'i' before the -ia suffix when the stem of the genus name contains the 'i'. Eight such corrected names are found in the table. These include the name Clostridiia, to replace the name of the class Clostridia, a name validly published in 2010 and used in the example to Rule 8. Precedents for such names are the validly published names of the classes Flavobacteriia, Fusobacteriia and Sphingobacteriia. In other cases (Chlorobiia, Planctomycetia), the new names of the classes can replace earlier names (Chlorobea, Planctomycea) (CavalierSmith, 2002) that have been rejected by the Judicial Commission (Garrity et al., 2011) . The most dramatic change will be in five of the most widely used names of classes of prokaryotes: Alphaproteobacteria, Betaproteobacteria, Gammaproteobacteria, Deltaproteobacteria and Epsilonproteobacteria, as these names must be changed to Caulobacteria, Burkholderiia, Pseudomonadia, Myxococcia and Campylobacteria, respectively. This will result in a tremendous amount of confusion among taxonomists and non-taxonomists alike.
In view of these considerations, we do not formally propose the retroactive implementation of the new version of Rule 8, including the valid publication of the 39 new names of classes presented in Table 1 , in spite of the fact that the current text of the Rule requires this. Instead, we propose that the issue of retroactivity of the modification of Rule 8, as approved in Istanbul in 2008, be discussed again by the ICSP and its Judicial Commission, based on the considerations presented above. If necessary, a note can be added to clarify that Rule 8 is not retroactive, as required according to Rule 2. 
